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INTRODUCTION

The City of Horseshoe Bay appointed a Long Range Planning Committee (LRPC) to provide
recommendations for a five to ten-year plan for this young city. In doing so, the LRPC incorporated
several systems of research to access broad input from the citizenry to inform their
recommendations which included: extensive briefings from city departments, the Resort, individual
stakeholder interviews, an open community survey, and two town hall meetings. This report details
the results of the community survey conducted during March and April 2016.

BACKGROUND

Important to this survey project, is an understanding of the history and evolution of the City of
Horseshoe Bay (HSB). The community was founded in 1974 by the Hurd family along with a Property
Owner’s Association (POA) for the developed HSB residential subdivision in the 1970’s. In 1996 the
Jaffe family purchased the Hurd holdings and assumed management of the Resort and real estate.
Since the beginning, additional subdivisions were developed and governed by individual POA and
Home Owner Associations (HOA). In 2005, the citizens in this area voted to incorporate as a Class A
City and a Home Rule Council-Manager Government was established. Since that time, the City has
been challenged to develop its identity separate from the Horseshoe Bay Resort and POA/HOA
organizations, while continuing to work in partnership with these important entities. Indeed, the
resort and POA/HOA organizations were communication conduits for survey distribution. For these
reasons, there are several questions within the survey that refer directly or indirectly to the HSB
Resort and POAs.

Additionally, as an often referred to “resort/retirement community,” there are citizens who reside
here year-round as well as a significant number of residents who occupy homes in HSB only part-
time (primarily through the autumn and spring months) or on a weekend or vacation basis. While
2015 information (ESRI Demographics) reports a population of 4471, the City reports a population
calculation of 3,381 water meters multiplied by 1.99 residents per meter for a total population of
6,728. Based on survey demographic responses, that would equate to 4,389 full time and 2,521
part-time residents. These population characteristics presented challenges in both survey
distribution, collection and return calculations.

The Long Range Planning Community Survey was an open survey, accessible through the City’s
website and promoted through City, HSB Resort, local POA’s and the local newspaper. Paper surveys
were also available at several public locations. A total of 1369 responses were collected, a very good
response, and analyzed in this report. See the Methodology section for more detail on how the
survey was designed, disseminated and collected.



RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Of the 14 questions in the survey, Questions #1 through #5, #7 and #13 were designed as population
characteristic questions which were anticipated to be primarily used as filter (or cross tabulation)
fields.

These characteristic filters included:

Question 1 Location of primary residence

Question 2 Length of time living in HSB primary residence
Question 3 Full time or Part time residency

Question 4 Type of domicile

Question 5 Length of time any property has been owned
Question 7 Age group

Question 13 HSB Resort membership

Question 1

Most respondents make HSB proper their primary residence at 38.7% followed closely by the
combined area that includes HSB West, Applehead, Applehead Island, Bay Country, Pecan Creek,
Quail Ridge, Sienna Creek, and The Hills at 31.1%

Respondents from “Outside the HSB City Limits” were largely from the surrounding HSB area (20%),
San Antonio area (19%), Dallas area (15.6%), Houston (12.7%) and Austin (12.3%) areas. Only 6%

were from out of state.
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Question 2
In length of primary residency, other than the “over 20 years” group, all other respondent groups
are very similar, ranging from 20% to 25.5%. The “over 20 years” group will be mentioned again in
Question 5.
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Question 3

Full time residents are the largest respondent group at 68.2%. They are the easiest group to reach
with survey promotions and may be the most interested in the participating in City planning that will
effect them on a daily basis. Interestingly, the next largest group of respondents, the part-time
residents that live here on a short term basis (weekends and holidays), responded at more than
twice the rate of the other part time residents who live in HSB on a seasonal basis.
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Question 4
80.7% respondents live in a single family homes and only 12.6% in multi-unit dwellings. This may
indicate a more affluent responding population.

Graph 4
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Question 5

Property ownership, not necessarily as a primary residence, but possibly as a second home or yet
undeveloped land, is relatively equally spread including the “over 20 years” group of respondents.
This could indicate respondents have a longer term relationship with HSB than Question 2 seems to
show. It is very interesting that 47% of respondents owned property before the incorporation of the
City and 50.3% since incorporation, almost evenly splitting perspectives of governance in HSB.
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Question 7

From a community wide perspective, especially in long range planning, the age of respondents is
particularly important, though not surprising. The majority of all respondents fall between the ages
of 56 and 74, very much in support of HSB being a retirement community.

In nearly equal halves, 50% are between the ages of 40-65 and 47% over 66 (including a sizable
group over 80); representing the earlier side or preparation for retirement and those who have
settled into that lifestyle.

The 2.5% of respondents reporting to be under 40 years of age is an important consideration for a
community, particularly if this is representative of the overall city. The needs and desires, as well as
the benefits to a community of a younger population differ in many ways from a more mature
population.

Graph 6
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Question 13

The final demographic type question shows that one quarter of all respondents are not HSB Resort
members at this time. There were a large number of comments regarding the HSB Resort in
response to Question 14, both favorable and less so, but which show that membership does have an
effect on other results in this report.

Citizens’ relationship to the resort may be significant in terms of their satisfaction/discontent with
the Resort management, how that spills over into their perspective of the City Government, and
more importantly, confusion between these two entities and their roles in the community.
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In final analysis, it was determined that the most important of these filtering fields would be “Full-
time” residents, “Part-time” residents (all combined), “Primary residence less than 10 years,”
“Primary residence more than 10 years,” “Age group 55 and under,” “Age group 56-74,” and “Age
group 75 and over.” “Resort membership - Yes” and “Resort membership - No” filters were also
frequently employed. The filtered information appears in the Data Tables section of this report.

PLANNING QUESTION RESULTS

Questions #6, and #8 through #12 were designed to solicit information directly related to planning.

These questions included:

Question 6 Reason for choosing HSB

Question 8 Level of need for high speed internet

Question 9 Level of support for pre-selected ideas for the future
Question 10 Level of support for HSB growth

Question 11 Selection of bond pay-back method

Question 12 Level of improvement needed for specific spaces

Question 6

Overwhelmingly, respondents report choosing HSB because of the unique Hill County beauty, and
this is true across all filter groups (see Table 6 for greater detail). Being a “Safe and livable place to
retire” was ranked second, over all filter groups except the Part-Time respondents and the Under 55
set who ranked “HSB or Escondido membership” as their second highest ranking, which was third
among most other filter groups. In the “Other” option, across all filter groups, “Lake” and “Golf”
were top responses. These top rankings may be significant to planning efforts for the future and
certainly are reflected in in other portions of the survey, including the open-ended comments
submitted under Question 14.
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Question 8

Living, playing or working in the natural beauty of the Texas Hill Country does present challenges in
remaining connected to the technology that is so a part of our world. With the prior belief that HSB
was a retirement community, it was important for the LRPC to gain an understanding of the real
need/desire for technology improvements. 91.4% of all respondents reported “High” or “Moderate
need for high speed internet access. Perhaps the most interesting result was that within the 75 and
Older group, 52.9% reported a “Moderate” need and nearly 30% have a “High” need for this service.
See Table 8 for greater detail.

”
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Question 9

This was the most important question in the survey since it asked respondents to react to various
future directions for the city on 19 different subjects. They were asked if their support was “Very
Strong”, “Somewhat Strong”, “Not Very Strong” and “Not at all Strong”. It was a forced positive or
negative rating with no mid-point (no “riding the fence” allowed). The Ideas/Options were created
by the LRPC following initial stakeholder interviews as a way of putting structure around the many
possibilities for future direction and to spur more conversation or creative alternatives which could

be expressed in the open-ended question #14 or in later planned Town Hall meetings.

Graph 10 displays the results for all respondents. The “Total Positive” column is the simple addition
of the “Very Strong” and “Somewhat Strong” responses while the “Total Negative” column is the
addition of the “Not very Strong” and “Not at all Strong” responses even though “Not Very Strong”
really isn’t a true negative. These responses were used to rank the 19 subjects. The relative
differences in strength of conviction are obvious as “Total Positives” ranged from 83.99% to 30.17%
between subjects and “Total Negative” from 16.01% to 69.84%.

The overall rankings did not vary my much across the filter groups (resident versus non-resident,
age, etc.); at most, they were within 1-3 ranks within each option.

Clearly, the community’s concern for protecting the environment was evident — “Cooperating with

City, LCRA and other regulatory agencies to protect Lake LBJ from pollution, waterweeds, milfoil and
other environmental threatswas ranked #1 by All Respondents and no lower than 3rd across all

filter groups. This is not an unusual outcome based on Question 6 results that show the

community’s high appreciation of the natural beautyof HSB. See Table 9 for filter group details

(There are several statistical ties which appear as duplicate rankings).

Ranked #2 by All Respondents, “Continuing improvement of roads and adding a center turn lane on
2147 ranked high across all filter groups except the Part-Time Residents (#6), perhaps because they
don’t use the roads on a regular basis.

Ranked #3 by All Respondents, “Enhancing technology infrastructure to optimize future
technological advances in internet, cellular and wireless covéragethe same by most filter
groups except the Over 75 group. Interestingly, however, is that while not #3, this group did rank
technology enhancement as their #5, supporting the result in Question 8.

Of the next six ranked Idea/Options, all but one related to environmental issues or outdoor

activities. Further supporting the depth of concern this community has for preserving or enhancing

the natural surroundings of HSB. The Under 55 group was particularly more interested in

“Developing additional land for public parks, hiking trails and other outdoor recreational activities
Idea/Option, likely due to being at a physically active life stage.

The Idea/Option within these six which did not relate to the environment specifically (although
perhaps peripherally) is “Encouraging retail/commercial development consistent with community
and archit ec Whileiathe top thied ofdaakingd Isy All’'Respondents, there was little
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agreement across individual filter groups. For example, this ranked sth among Part-Time Resident

respondents, 7th among Full Time Resident respondents and gth among the Over 75 age group of
respondents. Comments provided in response to Question 14, which may apply to this level of
variation, speak to differences in the perception of what “retail/commercial developmefitmeans
and concerns over “architectural standards” in terms of governing and enforcing such standards. A
good deal of the comments support (or strongly desire) more dining and boutique retail
development and less of other types of commercial offerings. There are several comments
indicating current systems which approve commercial development and reflect a lack of consensus
around what architecture style or kind of business is acceptable for HSB. The growth of
retail/commercial development bears much more research and discussion.

Other Ideas/Options that had general agreement in ranking, and interesting variation by filter group
included:

1 #10 “Developing a plan for independent living, assisted living and nursing care fécilities
Perhaps expected, with each older age group, the desirability of this option appeared 4-5
rankings higher, likely to allow them to remain in HSB throughout their lives as that decision
draws more near (Under 55 group ranked #16, 55-74 group ranked #10 and Over 75 group
ranked #6).

1 #11 “Enhancing the road, sewer, water infrastructure to increase marketability of ungexeelo
lots thru public/private partnershigs The younger and newer residents seem to desire more
enhancements to infrastructure (Under 55 group ranked #9, Primary Residence Less than 10
Years group ranked #11).

1 #16 “Forming a historical society to presetdSB histofy- Not surprisingly, the Over 75 group
holds a higher regard for preserving history and honoring the past.

9 #18 “Establishing an array of community transportation options between HSB and other TX cities
for shopping, cultural events or personal needs” — It is not unusual to find that the 75 and over
group, likely who are driving less, would rate this option for mobility and independence higher
than other groups (#15)

I #19 “Seeking partnership with private school(s) to attract families with young children to HSB” —
Likewise, it is not unusual that the Under 55 group rated this option higher than any other group
(#14).

It is also worth highlighting the results to Idea/Option #17 “Devoting City resources to promoting
HSB Resort amenities agiaitor destinatior This Idea/Option was very controversial, ranking as

high as 12th among Part Time Resident respondents and 13th by the Under 55 respondents, to as
low as 19t (or dead last) among Full Time Resident respondents. The comments found in responses
to Question 14 seem to reveal a current high level of discontent with the HSB Resort (ownership,
management, maintenance, etc.). The Part Time respondents, 81% of which are Resort members
and who reported a higher percentage choosing HSB because of the Resort (see Question 6 and

11



Table 9), may have a more positive view of the Resort and its relationship to the City since they are
more removed from the day to day operations or issues of both.

More detailed analysis of the Full Time Resident respondents, and Part Time respondents by

percentage agreement and disagreement can be found in Tables 9B and 9C in the Data Tables

section of this report.

The data gathered from this question may be the most valuable information from the survey for the

LRPC considerations and decision making in long range planning recommendations.

Graph 10
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Cooperating with City, LCRA and other regulatory
agencies to protect Lake LBJ from pollution, 83.99% | 59.56% 24.43% 1 5.95% 10.07% 16.02%
waterweeds, milfoil and other environmental threats
Enhancing technology infrastructure to optimize
future technological advances in internet, cellular and | 81.27% | 57.45% 23.82% 2 7.09% | 11.63% 18.72%
wireless coverage
Continuing improvement of roads and adding a

tert | 2147 79.92% 49.08% 30.84% 3 8.13% 11.95% 20.08%
center turn lane on
Focusing on long term water availability strategies 79.84% | 47.01% 32.83% 4 | 15.78% | 4.38% 20.16%
Focusing on protecting and preserving the Live Oak
; g | t'p g P g 73.62% | 38.20% 35.42% 5 | 13.19% | 13.19% 26.38%

ree population

Encouraging retail/commercial development
consistent with community and architectural 68.21% | 33.55% 34.66% 6 | 15.70% | 16.10% 31.80%
standards
Becoming the leader in environmental stewardship in
the HSB area (i.e. recycling efforts, water 67.83% | 36.46% 31.37% 7 | 15.92% | 16.24% 32.16%
conservation)
Establishing standards and information sources for

K . . 64.74% 26.91% 37.83% 8 20.80% 14.46% 35.26%
xeriscaping and other water conservation efforts
Developing additional land for public parks, hiking

63.21% | 28.81% 34.40% 9 | 2011% | 16.68% 36.79%

trails and other outdoor recreational activities
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Developing a plan for independent living, assisted

livi q . facilit 55.79% | 16.92% 38.87% 10 | 25.46% | 18.75% 44.21%
iving and nursing care facilities.
Enhancing the road, sewer, water infrastructure to
increase marketability of undeveloped lots thru 52.24% | 19.49% 32.75% 11 | 26.28% | 21.49% 47.77%
public/private partnerships
Encouraging the formation of a HSB Chamber of
ging , 48.52% | 19.15% 29.37% 12 | 30.01% | 21.47% 51.48%
Commerce to support local business development
Creating a public Information Center/ library that
includes internet access, technology exchanges and
. . . 45.36% 15.81% 29.55% 13 32.03% 22.60% 54.63%
reading rooms, as well as, providing social spaces and
educational programming
Partnering with POAs (Property Owner Associations)
and commercial partners to create recreational 40.83% | 11.24% 29.59% 14 | 29.19% | 29.98% 59.17%
programs and events for the general public
Developing public lake access 35.88% | 15.48% 20.40% 15 | 27.98% | 36.13% 64.11%
Forming a historical society to preserve HSB history 33.68% | 12.00% 21.68% 16 | 30.80% | 35.52% 66.32%
Devoting City resources to promoting HSB Resort
iti isitor destinati 32.67% 7.73% 24.94% 17 40.88% 26.45% 67.33%
amenities as a visitor destination
Establishing an array of community transportation
options between HSB and other TX cities for 31.31% | 10.65% 20.66% 18 | 32.99% | 35.71% 68.70%
shopping, cultural events or personal needs
Seeking partnership with private school(s) to attract
&P P P (s) 29.68% | 8.56% 21.12% 19 | 38.40% | 31.92% 70.32%

families with young children to HSB

Question 10
Considering the high concern for maintaining the environmental health of HSB and its natural

beauty, it may be a surprise that overwhelmingly, respondents agreed that “HSB is going to grow, so

we need to carefully manage’ iboth among All Respondents (57.9%) and across all filter groups.
Indeed, stopping or slowing growth was rated below the 2" most popular response of “We need to
support and encourage growth and developntent All Respondents. Only the Over 75 group and
Primary Residents over 10 Years placed “I'd liketo see HSB stay the satrabove "Support and
encourage growth See Table 13 for details. This seems to be a clear direction, but implementing a
consensus of how to actually manage growth, may be a challenge.
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Graph 11
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Question 11
The value of this question may lie in its ability to education survey participants on the issue of
indebtedness and the difficult decisions that the City must make in this regard. The highly rated
“Not suré (59.4%) may indicate either that they don’t understand the issue, don’t know of other
ways to pay back the bonds, or just don’t care for either of the listed choices. It is interesting,
however, that 40.6% did choose to personally pay more in some way. The Part Time Resident
respondents were much less interested in increasing property taxes as a way of paying for bonds
(preferring utility fees, likely because they are not paying utilities year-round), whereas, the Full
Time Resident respondents were more closely split between to two payback options (see Table 14
for more detail). Educating the HSB population on important issues that affect them is valuable
take-away from this question.

Graph 12
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Question 12

In question 12, respondents were presented with types of spaces for which they could register their
opinion of the general appearance of each on a scale of “Very Gootito “Needs Much
Improvement’” While not all within the direct control of the City, there is influence that the City can
use to make improvements. There was little variation between the weighted averages of any spaces
(only .53 from highest to lowest average). Generally, “Street Shouldetsand “Residential area
entrances$ rated most favorably viewed and “Commercial buildingsand “Construction sités
designated as needing most improvement. Greater detail can be found in Tables 14 and 15 in the
Data Tables section of this report.

Graph 13
| feel the appearance of these general kinds of spaces in HSB is
B 363%
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OPEN-ENDED QUESTION (Question 14) SUMMARY OF RESPONDENT COMMENTS

As an opportunity for respondents to include their own ideas in addition to the ratings and rankings
they provided by other questions, Question 14 was designed as open-ended for a text response. 741
respondents took advantage of the opportunity to comment on “The single most important thing
City government could do to make HSB a better place to live oryayhee next5L 0 y ear s
(not analyzed by filter group).

Many respondents provided multiple thoughts and most responses echoed choices registered in
previous questions. Some themes emerged and appear in Graph 14. Few new ideas or options were
presented, however, do provide some insight to the choices made in other areas of the survey. A
few representative comments appear in each section of this analysis.
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Graph 14
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Beginning with the smaller areas of comment, creating local social/recreational programs separate
from the Resort or as an option for non-resort members, was repeated theme.

“Many residents are dropping the Horseshoe B
affordability. Can the city develop or work with HSB resort foesidential” playfee...”

“Need more thingstodohered 2 domi nos, bus trips to casino
new residents do not play golf, tennis.”
“More social things to do for people who | iwv

more active senior communt y .

“We need to |l et others know this not just a
enjoys many attributes, aside from the obvio
“We appreciate all the activities that are a

or mohle app that listed as many of the activities as possible, not only the Resort activities,
but events withi the Highland Lakes area..

=]
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Government communication was mentioned, both in regards to how the City provides information,
as well as, is issue of listening to citizens and responding accordingly.

“Stay attentive to resident’s concerns or
of question! The manner in which their concerns or questions are answered is very important
to HSB continuedsace ss i n being a wonder f ul city 1in

“Better communication to part time residents

wor k., et c.

“Continue to strive for BETTER communicat.i
with new developmet s, proposed annexation has been
forthcoming and listentt he concerns of your <citizens.”’

“l am di sappointed that the city staff and
communicating with the community and buildisonsensus for new initiatives.

The topic of animal control when voiced, was passionate. While mostly encompassing management
of the deer population, the issue of feral cats was also included. With the high emphasis on
maintaining the natural beauty of the HSB area as expressed in other questions, it is no surprise that
this issue is controversial. While a larger contingent seemed to agree that particularly deer
population control is important, the City’s current method of animal control is in question.

“Continue to manage the Animal <contr ol popul

“Change the TTP process in dealing with the

disturbing to see the nets and possibly witness their terror. A sharp shootewdrunting
would be a better alternative as well as sedating the does and sterilizing them. It is hard for

me to be proud to |Ilive in a community where
“The City should enforce the Ani mal control
“Better control of Animal <control and feral
“Take better care of our wildlife, the Ani

didn't | ike the Animal control why are you

In addition to the creation of more social and recreational programs, mentioned before, specifically

the creation of outdoor facilities or features was voiced. This supports the Question 9 Idea/Option
“Developing additional land for public parks, hiking trails and other outdoor recreational activities.
These comments particularly suggested constructing facilities or purchasing equipment.

“Add exercise and stretching equipment al ong

“Definitely more hike & bike trails for incr

wal king dog, a dog park perhaps or dog fri
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“The city needs t o hawveotjustieeourdrgctule mesnbetso t he r
Suchaspubl i c access to | akes, parks, hiking tr.

“I mprove piam&lsu&i ngambsntain bike trails.”

The “strongly limit or no growth contingent” was heard in the comments as in Question 10
responses regardinggrowth (* I woul d | i ke to see HSB stay the w

“1 don't wa nltgrovethmvhatsoevem bue Irassne gou will ignore the ro

growth proponents. Given this likelihood, please confine ALL commercial development to the
2147 corridor where it is already concentrated. We don't need this ugliness and traffic
scattered throughout HSB and we certainly DO W@t to open the flood gate of allowing
greedy developers to install convenience stores on Highway 71

“Do not grpwthoGroovthwill bring traffic, condos, apartments and change what HSB

is all about. The aregrowth around HSB has already doubteé traffic on 2147 since 2014.

It will most likely double again by 2018, evewe adopt a nagrowth initiative. We need to
cherish the |Iifestyle and safety we now enjo

“This is a resort t ovgrowtatmehsune that weedent getadotoha na g e
rental properties and attract unwanted people living here. | moved here due to the resort
amenities and the quiet lifestyle. Would prefer that we not try to attfamilies with kids or

residents who won't maintain their properties to our current standard. Nor do | think that we

should be attempting to develop a lot of commerce/businesses in HSB but keep it as a resort
town."”

“HSB has been aity®roeec gears hy focug onrthen tetiree and

second home owner (which eventlydead to retirement homes)please keep it that

way...feel like city wants us toe a Lakeway type community...that is what we do not want
growth, both residential andammercial, needs to be carefully managed by city witizens/
residents input,...people who live hera@ot developers, not realtors, not resort, not any

other party with $$ interest.please listen to the people who are here and chosetoere
becaug of what it is.a quiet retirement / get away destination in the Texas hill country, that
happens to hava resort..please keep it that way! Seen many developers/ opportunist come
in, mess it up, thefeave it for us to cleanup.. STOP”

“ Pl e as getall oaughtaup in development. The area will probably grow, but the city

needs to make sure thgrowthis not at the expense of the quiet, country atmosphere that
has drawn people to the aréa.
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An Idea/Option not asked in the survey, but which appeared in the comments were issues of
affordable housing from differing perspectives.

“Facilitate affordable housing for retirees
(From a non-resident)

“To plan for a more r ounde afforplablp ousangfer t o i ncl
those working in the service and hospitality industries so that we can attract longer term
and higher quality workers.”’

“Focus on keeping up the infrastldngcture, kee
apartments & high density haing.This usually indicates that the area is in economic

slowdown & needs additional homes for the added income stream. High ddraising

usually creates more crime because many of these properties become rentals with tenants

that do not value the homeor the area in which they live.

“Keep in mind that this is a retihowingmpnt c¢omm
HSB because it is quiet, the natural beauty, low crime, the responsive police force, and the
activities available for both seniors and younger extended family members who visit. We

need to keep taxes low governmental over site at a minimum. We areopeény owners

that need schools! We do not need low incdmeeisingwhich will invite an increase in crime.
Property owners are not there to subsidize t

My fear over the next-80 years there will be naousingfor the people who work here to
live... This is a resort community and we need to keep an eye on affolhdalsieg(doesn't
have to be in Horseshoe Bay) Butdericksburgnd Marble Falls are running into this
problem. (From a neresident)

“Sl ow down dev-ahilgmpmegnt of mul ti

While taxation was mentioned peripherally in the survey (Questions 6 & 11), several comments
were made regarding lowering taxes, using tax funds wisely or increasing business/sales taxes.

“Pl ay f ainess's that areéhtryiyuo provide Business Development Services to our city
by bringing in sales Tax and other revenue to keep Taxes Down, and Prices down, and to
bring some fair competition to a city that I

“Manage growkbsahdwkeep t a

“What we need to grow our tax base and keep
to be here for a | ong ti me..

“l ower property taxes to make it more afford

“City government shoul docusingan requisiteimirastrugtures f i n a
and essential basic services, and not expect residents and/or taxpayers to pay for bloated
bureaucracies and wasteful spending.”
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“Considerer adding a hot el t a x sstructirdwatlouR e s or t
hel ping pay for them. While the Resort makes

Generally, the City’s public safety departments and programs are favorably viewed. This is
additionally seen in responses to Question 6 regarding respondent’s choice to live in HSB because of
it being a safe and livable place to retire. There is concern, however, regarding increase traffic and
safety issues that arise with growth. There were several comments/compliments to City government and
its employees.

“ Wwould like to take a moment to praise the police force in Horseshoe Bay. The officers do a
fabulous job of patrolling Lighthouse drive and are always so friendly and easily
approachable. Your service iIs greatly apprec

“We | ov e el€ifyBtaffapolete andifire as well as all the amenities supplied here in
this great community. Keep up the great work as it is a beautiful and well managed
community.”

“l1 would hope that the wonder ful porigreat e, fir
service to our community in the years to com

“Continue to strongly support and enhance pu
provide appropriate incentive to recruitand retainhighu a |l i ty st aff . ”

“My first t ho avg éxteptiomal officars and fyemanyweakelsure they are
compensated by pay and insurance.’”

“Policing the area during the busy season |
the summers that are fully aware of the luxury amenities we enjoyoritt be long before
we start to worry about security and responsible ownership. The police are more important

than we really care to admit. Support them.”
“The personnel in all our various bdpgofice,rt ment
freand water...all do a great job."”

“1 want to thank the City for keeping contro
Department does a great jJjob on monitoring th

“Continue to keep us ®epfaendwiRihr eouDe ppto.n"der f ul

“ do believe the vehicle traffic, crime and
in the area, even if they are seasonal visitors. | hope that there will be continued police

patrols and that this will increase, and not decrease due to futureawgments in the

HSB area.’

The next three themes, each representing approximately 6% of the responses to Question 14, seem
to be interrelated but with an emphasis worth delineating: Environmental concerns, Maintain
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natural beauty and Standards (codes, ordinances, enforcement). Certainly, from the broad support
for the environment and natural surroundings found throughout this survey, this area would
generate a number of comments.

Environmental concerns included specific programs of protection and waste management that the
City can (or does) directly engage such as recycling, invasive vegetation, and water conservation.

“Pl ease start Recycling!!! At | east Paper,
beer cans, bottles & paper along the roatlgi s ! ”

“Maintain great services | NCLUDI NG RECYCLI NG
provide this service. No light pollution but a 60s view toward recycling... IT WILL PAY FOR
ITSELF with a little creative thinking and using available gransfund

“Take a | eadership role in the MILFOIL situa
homeowners and affects all wateelated sporting/boating activities and commensurate
expenses rating to this unattended responsib

“1. St r i venatural xeasoapiogwmdangimalist landscaping on lots in order to
conserve water. 2. Work with residents to st

Maintaining the natural beauty of an area is a much more difficult issue to define in terms of what
the City can do to satisfy this desire while managing growth.

“Maintain the quiet, peaceful |l iving environ
and convenient Business Development and serv

“Please do not over cdmmerpairdl iode tthlkee baeraad,y

“The area wil/| probably grow, but the city n
expense of the quiet, country atmosphere tha

The issue of architectural standards, development ordinances and enforcement, may have the
greatest impact on the desire for keeping a natural feel to the area, but comments indicate there
are also many challenges.

“Not everything has to be strictly regul ated

“Manabge growth and maintain the architectur a

“I'nsure that residential growth and expansi o
residences and property owners currently expect. Want to make sure that we keep the
exclusie " feel "™ of all/l parts of HSB."”
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“Need rules that are real and |ivable that e
difficult and discourages visitors. | would love to see the city maintain the areas daigt m
HSB special to start with”

“ Ch a n g e turalrard lordniareerestrictions, provide free workshops and expertise and
possible subsidization to encourage private residence owners to invest in hidden, low profile
water catchment devices and solar energy devices that could supplement public gy us
More importantly such devices would be available in the event of a catastrophic emergency
that knocks out public utility services. Such ordnance changes could also be a boost for real
estate sales.

Where business development garnered specific input, the direction was clear: restaurants and fine
dining establishments. Other desired businesses included boutique shopping options and business
service firms. From the large response in Question 8 or increasing high speed internet likely for
home offices and remote work, firms that cater to small and independent business people may be
indicated. Managing inevitable growth and development was the most popular choice of
respondents in Question 10, and the number of comments around this issue support that outcome.

“We need more family friendly restaurants..
“Need a couple more bars, restaurants, and t

“Facilitate t he-pldnaedeomplgxofsmatl shap$ andservices ih HSB to
provide more options for visitors to do as well as provide more Homie shopping options.

This will increase the number of visitors and tourists coming throught which will allow

more new restaurants to come in and survive. The additional sales tax and property taxes will

hel p keep our property tax | ow."”

“Encourage restaurants, shops/ boutiques and
the resort vhich will result in excellent lifestyle for residents and bring in tax revenue for the
city.”

“Foster growth of Dbusiness that would provid
residents of the HSB lifestyle. Marble Falls shopping with the exceyta few stores, is

marginal and suited for lower middle and low income families. I'd like to see more unique,
boutiques, swimwear, clothing, golfing that would be fun for residents and travelers to the
resort.”

“Also, would love to see growth opportties for restaurants in the area, very little out here
and it's frustrating to havetogo allthewayn t o Mar bl e Fall s for din

“Encourage devel opment of resources that wil
decrease our reliabilityonndigp or i ng communi ti es. ”

(7))

“Encourage additional Business Devel opment
driving distance for residence.”
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Technology enhancement, as overwhelmingly desired in responses to Question 8, was supported by
many comments in Question 14.

“Encourage Technol ogy businesses to inc
more high speed Technol ogy choices.”

“I'nvest in technology infrastructure an

“Devel op plans to bring hi gHfthe ewieedtayd & dbdd
as it is, it will deter younger people from moving here and keep others who need to work
from home from doing so. This is the m

Supporting the #2 Idea/Option in Question 9, comments indicate respondents care about the roads,
infrastructure and maintenance of public area in HSB. With approximately 9% of the responses in
Question 14, citizens want the City to keep this a priority.

“Make sure that the 1 reftrcastamrwectkierpe onfai m
“Sidewal ks”

“Maintain infrastructures (roads, under
LCRA to put 138 kv transmission undergr

“Maintain roads and wutility infrastruct
“Conttihreuestreet paving.’

“Continue road development for | esser h
roadways and connectors, for example, H

“Keep empty | o-gresomedisecaarali appearande ofrmarhnrhunity is
attractive.”

“Pl ease repair or remove cedar fences.

Like in Question 10, respondents desire the managed growth of HSB. The comments here indicate a
desirefor® s | ow, ” “ caadi‘careful\dewvdlopmerg, but additionally, a concern for City
government to manage its own growth in size and bureaucracy.

“Maintain what we've got and contr ol re
zoning changes.

“Encourage reasonabl e growth wiathodt hi

“Keep gover nmentBesanselvdtive eepoperal) dxpesseseamdtbenefits
l ow. ”

“Government needs to do LESS not mor e.
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“Continue the efficient supply of City
Animal control) whe supporting growth without financial support to developers and
builders.

ser vi

“Careful financi al pl anning and management

“City government needs to stop trying

Finally, although the open ended question stated “The single most important thing City government
could do to make HSB a better place to live or play over the next 5-10 years is” many respondents
choose to make a variety of comments about the Resort. Although the Resort is the single most
important economic and social entity in the City, this was not a part of the committees’ solicited
research, so these comments are not included in this report. Should interested parties wish to see
these comments, they are available on request at City Hall.

METHODOLOGY

The methodology for this survey puts the design, dissemination and collection in context and
provides a framework for understanding results.

The LRPC incorporated several systems of research to access broad input from the citizenry to
inform their recommendations which included: individual stakeholder interviews, an open
community survey, and two town hall meetings. The Community Survey served as the bridge
between the other two systems. With the stakeholder interview results as a base of information and
in partnership with Breland Facilitation, the LRPC designed the survey instrument. It was
determined that an electronic survey would be the appropriate vehicle as the HSB community has a
very high percentage of profession/retired professional population that could be best reached by
email. To ensure the broadest accessibility possible, however, an identical paper survey was also
created for those who may not be connected or comfortable with technology.

The electronic survey link to SurveyMonkey.com, was embedded on the City’s website, prominently
on the homepage and opened February 28, 2016. An e-blast to the City’s list of citizen email
addresses was sent. Additionally, local POA’s and the HSB Resort sent the link to all of their
members with email addresses. A story was produced in the HSB Beacon, directing citizens to the
City’s website survey link and provided the locations where paper surveys could be picked up and
deposited when complete.

The survey remained open through April 18. A total of 1369 responses were collected by the close
date (1,312 via electronic instrument, 57 via paper version). The data from the paper surveys were
manually entered into the electronic tool so that those results were seamlessly included in analysis.

A preliminary analysis was provided April 11t to allow the LRPC with information needed to develop
guestions and talking points for their upcoming Town Hall Meetings. Once closed, the final analysis
report was created.
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DATA TABLES WITH FILTERS

Table 1 Question 1 Primary HSB Location

Table 2 Question 2 Years HSB Primary Residence

Table 3 Question 3 Full time / Part Time Residency

Table 4 Question 4 Type of Domicile

Table 5 Question 5 Years Property Ownership

Table 6 Question 6 Reason for Choosing HSB

Table 7 Question 7 Age Group

Table 8 Question 8 Need for High Speed Internet

Table 9 Question 9:A Idea Support Over-all Ranking by Weighted Average

Table 10 Question 9:B Idea Support: All Respondents Ranking by Percentage

Table 11 Question 9:C Idea Support: Full Time Respondents Ranking by Percentage
Table 12 Question 9:D Idea Support: All Part Time Respondents Ranking by Percentage
Table 13 Question 10 Desire for Future Growth

Table 14 Question 11 Bond Pay Back

Table 15 Question 12:A Appearance of Public Spaces by Weighted Average

Table 16 Question 12:B Appearance of Public Spaces by Percentage

Table 17 Question 13 Resort Membership
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Table 1 Question 1 Primary HSB Location
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Table 2 Question 2 Years HSB Primary Residence

Question 2 Respondent length of time in HSB primary residency

Number of Respondents per
category

Less than 5years

6- 10years

11- 20years

Over 20 years

Not my primary residence

1369

All
25.5%
20.0%
22.8%

9.1%
22.6%
100.0%

934

Full time
30.7%
26.3%
29.9%
13.0%

0.1%
100.0%

Table 3 Question 3 Full time / Part Time Residency

Question 3 Respondent type of residency (full time / part time)

Number of Respondents
per category

Full time

Part Time Seasonally
Part Time Vacations
Do not live in HSB

1369

All
68.2%
7.7%
17.8%
6.4%
100.1%

348 221 930 205 623 437 959 320
Primary Primary
All Parttime Age <55 Age56-74 Age >75 Res <10 Res>10 ResortYes Resort No
17.2% 36.7% 26.8% 8.3% 56.0% 0.0% 23.8% 33.1%
7.8% 15.4% 22.8% 13.7% 44.0% 0.0% 20.2% 19.4%
8.6% 8.6% 22.9% 37.1% 0.0% 71.4% 24.8% 16.6%
0.9% 0.5% 6.2% 32.2% 0.0% 28.6% 9.2% 8.8%
65.5% 38.9% 21.3% 8.8% 0.0% 0.0% 22.0% 22.2%
100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.1%
221 930 205 623 437 959 320
Primary Primary
Age <55 Age56-74 Age >75 Res <10 Res >10 ResortYes ResortNo
49.3% 68.9% 86.8% 85.6% 91.5% 69.1% 67.8%
5.9% 8.7% 4.4% 7.7% 4.3% 7.9% 6.9%
35.3% 16.3% 4.9% 6.3% 3.2% 19.5% 12.2%
9.5% 6.0% 3.9% 0.5% 0.9% 3.4% 13.1%
100.0% 99.9% 100.0% 100.1% 99.9% 99.9% 100.0%
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Table 4 Question 4 Type of Domicile

Question 4 Respondent type of domicile

Number of Respondents per category 1363 931 345 220 928 203 620
Primary
All Full time All Parttime Age<55 Age56-74 Age >75 Res <10
Single family home 80.7% 91.7% 69.3% 65.9% 82.7% 88.7% 88.1%
Multi-unit condominium / townhome 12.6% 7.2% 29.9% 23.2% 11.0% 8.4% 10.5%
Apartment 0.1% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2%
Mobile home 0.7% 1.1% 0.0% 2.3% 0.5% 0.0% 1.1%
I don't live in Horseshoe Bay at this time 5.9% 0.0% 0.6% 8.6% 5.7% 3.0% 0.2%
100.0% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 100.0% 100.1% 100.1%

Table 5 Question 5 Years Property Ownership

Question 5 Respondent time of property ownership

Number of Respondents per
category 1350 925 341 221 925 204 617
Primary
All Full Time All Part Time Age <55 Age 56-74 Age >75 Res <10
Less than 5 years 24.6% 22.4% 33.4% 44.8% 23.7% 6.9% 40.5%
6-10years 25.7% 24.5% 29.6% 27.1% 28.1% 13.2% 40.0%
11- 20years 29.1% 31.7% 24.0% 18.1% 31.8% 28.9% 12.3%
Over 20 years 17.9% 20.2% 12.0% 4.1% 14.1% 50.5% 5.5%
I do not own property in HSB 2.7% 1.2% 0.9% 5.9% 2.4% 0.5% 1.6%
100.0% 100.0% 99.9% 100.0% 100.1% 100.0% 99.9%

436

Primary
Res >10

92.9%
6.2%
0.0%
0.7%
0.2%

100.0%

433
Primary
Res >10

0.5%

2.8%

58.0%
38.1%
0.7%
100.1%
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Table 6 Question 6 Reason for Choosing HSB
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Table 7 Question 7 Age Group

Question 7 Respondent Age Group

Number of Respondents
per category

Under 40
41-55
56-65
66-74
75-80
Over 80

Median age group
Estimated median age

1356

All Avg
2.5%
13.8%
36.3%
32.3%
9.9%
5.2%

100.0%

56-65
64

928 343
All Part-
Full time time
2.5% 2.9%
9.3% 23.6%
32.3% 46.6%
36.7% 21.3%
12.5% 3.5%
6.7% 2.0%
100.0% 99.9%
66-74 56-65
66 60

Table 8 Question 8 Need for High Speed Internet

Question 8 Need for high speed internet access

Number of Respondents per
category

High (full time employment
from home office, frequent
leisure streaming, gaming, etc.)

Moderate (some leisure
streaming, online shopping,
tracking investments, etc.)

Low or not at all (emailing,
social media, reading news,
etc.)

1347

All

51.2%

40.2%

8.6%

100.0%

922 341

Full Time All Part Time

47.2% 58.1%
42.3% 37.8%
10.5% 4.1%

100.0% 100.0%

621 433 959 320
Primary Res Primary Res
<10 >10 Resort Yes Resort No
3.5% 0.7% 2.7% 2.2%
15.0% 3.9% 14.5% 12.5%
44.6% 18.7% 35.8% 35.9%
29.6% 43.9% 31.6% 34.4%
4.8% 21.0% 10.5% 8.4%
2.4% 11.8% 4.9% 6.6%
99.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
56-65 66-74 56-65 56-65
218 925 204 617 430
Primary Primary
Age <55 Age56-74 Age>75 Res <10 Res >10
59.2% 54.2% 28.9% 54.6% 40.9%
39.9% 37.5% 52.9% 38.2% 45.8%
0.9% 8.3% 18.1% 7.1% 13.3%
100.0% 100.0% 99.9% 99.9% 100.0%
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Table 9 Question 9:A Idea Support Over-all Ranking by Weighted Average

Question 9 Ideas / Options

Presented (Higher weighted
average / lowest rank # most desired)

1327
All

xz>P =

910
Full Time

=2 > =2

339
All Part
Time

=2 > =

219
Age <55

=2 > =

908
Age 56-74

R
A
N
K

200
Age >75

=z > =

614
Primary
Res <10

=z > =

422
Primary
Res >10

=2 >

Cooperating with City, LCRA and other
regulatory agencies to protect Lake LBJ
from pollution, waterweeds, milfoil
and other environmental threats

3.33

3.18

3.69

3.19

3.35

3.40

3.32

311

Continuing improvement of roads and
adding a center turn lane on 2147

3.24

3.30

3.07

3.32

3.25

3.11

3.33

3.21

Enhancing technology infrastructure to
optimize future technological
advances in internet, cellular and
wireless coverage

3.22

3.08

3.59

3.24

3.27

3.03

3.24

3.00

Focusing on long term water
availability strategies

&Ll

3.03

3.36

2.98

3.15

3.23

3.13

2.98

Focusing on protecting and preserving
the Live Oak tree population

2.95

2.82

3.24

2.81

2.96

3.08

2.90

2.82

Encouraging retail/commercial
development consistent with
community and architectural
standards

2.84

2.70

3.14

2.98

2.86

2.60

2.89

2.54

Becoming the leaderin environmental
stewardship in the HSB area (i.e.
recycling efforts, water conservation)

2.82

2.73

3.02

2.76

2.84

2.80

2.86

2.59

Establishing standards and
information sources for xeriscaping
and other water conservation efforts

2.74

2.67

2.88

2.65

10

2.75

2.81

2.78

2.57

Developing additional land for public
parks, hiking trails and other outdoor
recreational activities

2.73

2.62

2.99

2.95

2.75

2.43

10

2.79

2.44

10

Developing a plan for independent
living, assisted living and nursing care
facilities.

2.51

10

2.53

10

2.44

13

2.16

16

2.53

10

2.82

2.49

12

2.61

Enhancing the road, sewer, water
infrastructure to increase
marketability of undeveloped lots
thru public/private partnerships

2.48

11

2.37

12

2.68

11

2.67

2.49

1

2.22

13

2453

10

221

12

Encouraging the formation of a HSB
Chamber of Commerce to support
local business development

2.43

12

2.30

a3

2.70

10

2.58

11

2.45

12

2.18

14

2.51

11

2.10

13

Creating a public Information Center/
library that includes internet access,
technology exchanges and reading
rooms, as well as, providing social
spaces and educational programming

2.38

13

2.41

1

2.25

15

233

12

2.38

13

2.41

11

2.48

13

2.25

1

Partnering with POAs (Property Owner
Associations) and commercial partners
to create recreational programs and
events for the general public

2.19

14

2.14

14

2.27

14

2.16

16

2.22

14

2.11

16

2.30

14

1.97

16

Developing publiclake access

2.14

15

2.10

{5

2.08

19

2.14

17

2.18

15

1.92

17

2.22

15

1.92

17

Forming a historical society to
preserve HSB history

2.12

16

2.07

16

2.21

16

2.05

18

211

16

2.26

12

2.12

16

2.03

14

Devoting City resources to promoting
HSB Resort amenities as a visitor
destination

2.08

17

1.87

19

2.47

12

231

13

2.09

17

1.77

19

2.08

18

171

19

Establishing an array of community
transportation options between HSB
and other TX cities for shopping,
cultural events or personal needs

2.04

18

2.02

17

2.08

19

2.01

19

2.04

18

2.12

15

2.07

19

1.99

15

Seeking partnership with private
school(s) to attract families with
young children to HSB

2.03

19

1.94

18

2.20

17

2.25

14

2.01

19

1.90

18

2.10

17

1.79

18
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Table 10 Question 9:B Idea Support: Full Time Respondents Ranking by Percentage

R
A
Full Time Respondents To.tél Very | Somewhat - Not very Notatall Tota_l
Positive |strongly| strongly K strongly Negative
Continuing improvement of roads and adding a center turn o o o o " o
lane on 2147 82.43% |52.06%| 30.37% 1 13.57% | 4.00% 17.57%
Cooperating with City, LCRA and other regulatory agencies to
protect Lake LBJ from pollution, waterweeds, milfoil and 79.51% |52.93%| 26.58% 2 6.20% 14.29% | 20.49%
other environmental threats
Enhancing technology infrastructure to optimize future
technological advances in internet, cellular and wireless 74.00% |52.44%| 21.56% 3 7.44% 18.56% | 26.00%
coverage
Focusing on long term water availability strategies 74.67% |47.11%| 27.56% 4 6.33% |19.00% | 25.33%
F i tecti d i the Li Oak ti
p‘;;‘j:lig;" protecting and preserving the Hve Daktree 67.07% [34.81%| 32.26% | 5 | 12.97% |19.96% | 32.93%
Becoming the leader in environmental stewardship in the
. . ) 63.84% [31.92%| 31.92% 6 13.46% |[22.69% | 36.15%
HSB area (i.e. recycling efforts, water conservation)
E i tail ial d | t istent with
ncouraglng retai /cs)mmerua evelopment consistent wi 60.62% |32.48%| 28.14% - 15.80% |23.58% | 39.38%
community and architectural standards
Establishing standards and information sources for
. . . 61.06% [26.94%| 34.12% 8 17.96% |[20.99% | 38.95%
xeriscaping and other water conservation efforts
D lopi dditi I land fi bli ks, hiking trail d
eveloping additionatiand tor public parks, NKING tralls and | - gg 630, |578%| 32.25% | 9 | 19.98% [21.99% | 41.97%
other outdoor recreational activities
D lopi lan forind dent livi isted livi d
nj::nogp(!zrgeaf:)cﬁ?tizsr fndependent fiving, assisted living an 57.70% |18.53%| 39.17% 10 18.97% |23.33% | 42.30%
Creating a public Information Center/ library that includes
int t technol h d di
interne acce_ss_, ecl n_o ogy exchanges an _rea ing rooms, as 47.27% |18.02%| 20.95% aa 28.48% |24.95% | s52.73%
well as, providing social spaces and educational
programming
Enhancing the road, sewer, water infrastructure to increase
marketability of undeveloped lots thru public/private 46.87% |17.52% | 29.35% 12 25.45% |27.68% | 53.13%
partnerships
Encouraging the formation of a HSB Chamber of Commerce to
R 42.37% |17.06% | 25.31% 13 28.32% |29.32% | 57.64%
support local business development
Partnering with POAs (Property Owner Associations) and
commercial partners to create recreational programs and 38.35% |11.37%| 26.98% 14 25.98% |35.67% | 61.65%
events for the general public
Developing public lake access 34.87% |14.22%| 20.65% 15 25.73% |39.39% | 65.12%
Forming a historical society to preserve HSB history 31.36% | 7.56% 23.80% 16 37.04% |31.59% | 68.63%
Establishing an array of community transportation options
between HSB and other TX cities for shopping, cultural 29.47% | 8.26% 21.21% 17 34.49% |36.05% | 70.54%
events or personal needs
Seeking partnershi ith private school(s) to attract families
e 'y fu:g i dre':::')' . S’; v ) m 26.63% [10.00%| 16.63% | 18 | 30.34% |43.03% | 73.37%
Devoting Cit t ting HSB R t iti
evoting Hity resources to promoting esortamenities | »5.23% |7.85% | 17.38% | 19 | 28.50% |46.19% | 74.78%

as a visitor destination
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R
Total Ve hat| 2 | Not
All Part Time Respondents . ery | Somewha N OLVery ot atall TOta.I
Positive |[strongly| strongly K strongly Negative
Cooperating with City, LCRA and other regulatory agencies to
protect Lake LBJ from pollution, waterweeds, milfoil and 94.36% |74.78%| 19.58% 1 5.04% 0.59% 5.63%
other environmental threats
Enhancing technology infrastructure to optimize future
technological advances in internet, cellular and wireless 93.14% (66.87%| 26.27% 2 5.97% 0.90% 6.87%
coverage
Focusing on long term water availability strategies 87.17% |(50.45%| 36.72% 3 11.64% | 1.19% 12.83%
Focusing on protecting and preserving the Live Oak tree
populatigon P gandp & 83.08% [44.21%| 38.87% | 4 | 13.65% | 3.26% | 16.91%
Encouraging retail/commercial development consistent with
. . 77.68% (41.37%| 36.31% 5 16.37% 5.65% 22.02%
community and architectural standards
Continuing improvement of roads and adding a center turn o " o o o "
lane on 2147 73.52% |[38.10%| 35.42% 6 21.43% | 5.06% | 26.49%
Becoming the leader in environmental stewardship in the
"Ne. rinenv wardsnip 74.03% [34.33%| 39.70% | 7 | 20.00% | 5.97% | 25.97%
HSB area (i.e. recycling efforts, water conservation)
D lopi dditi I'land f bli ks, hiking trail d
eveloping additionaliand or public parks, NIKINE trals and |- 25 496 34.32%| 38.17% | 8 | 19.23% | 8.28% | 27.51%
other outdoor recreational activities
Establishing standards and information sources for
. . . 68.16% [24.92%| 43.24% 9 26.73% 5.11% 31.84%
xeriscaping and other water conservation efforts
Encouraging the formation of a HSB Chamber of Commerce to
. 58.21% [22.09%| 36.12% 10 31.94% | 9.85% | 41.79%
support local business development
Enhancing the road, sewer, water infrastructure to increase
marketability of undeveloped lots thru public/private 59.70% [20.60%| 39.10% 11 28.06% |(12.24% | 40.30%
partnerships
Devoting City resources to promoting HSB Resort amenities
o visitgor dzstination P & 46.59% [18.99%| 27.60% | 12 | 34.72% |18.69% | 53.41%
Developing a plan forindependent living, assisted living and
. pingap . P & & 46.43% |11.61%| 34.82% 13 39.88% |13.69% | 53.57%
nursing care facilities
Partnering with POAs (Property Owner Associations) and
commercial partners to create recreational programs and 40.30% | 8.66% | 31.64% 14 37.61% |22.09% | 59.70%
events for the general public
Creating a public Information Center/ library that includes
internet access, technology exchanges and reading rooms, as
. . . 37.80% [10.12%| 27.68% 15 39.58% [22.62% | 62.20%
well as, providing social spaces and educational
programming
Forming a historical society to preserve HSB history 32.83% | 7.46% | 25.37% 16 48.06% |19.10% | 67.16%
Seeking partnership with private school(s) to attract families
withy ogu‘;g o dre:to | s: (s) 35.21% |10.36%| 24.85% | 17 | 39.35% |25.44% | 64.79%
Developing public lake access 27.46% | 7.46% | 20.00% 19 45.67% (26.84% | 72.51%
Establishing an array of community transportation options
between HSB and other TX cities for shopping, cultural 30.12% |12.95%| 17.17% 19 34.94% |34.94% | 69.88%

events or personal needs

Table 11 Question 9:C Idea Support: All Part Time Respondents Ranking by Percentage
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Table 12 Question 10 Desire for Future Growth

Question 10 Desire of future growth and development (commercial, recreational housing, etc.)

Number of Respondents per category 1269 873
All Full time
HSB is going t g dt
is going to grc?w so we need to 57.9% 57.8%
carefully manage it
Wi dt tand th
e need to support and encourage grow 19.9% 17.3%
and development
I would like to see HSB stay the way itis 14.2% 17.0%
Wi dtoslowd th th and
e need to slow down the growth an 6.1% 6.8%
development
Not sure 1.9% 1.1%
100.0% 100.0%

323

212 865 192 585 403
Primary  Primary

All Part time Age <55 Ageb56-74 Age>75 Res<10 Res>10

60.7%

22.6%

9.3%

4.0%

3.4%

100.0%

57.1% 56.5% 65.1% 57.4% 59.1%
27.4% 20.8% 7.8% 22.1% 11.7%
9.4% 14.5% 18.2% 12.6% 20.6%
4.7% 6.5% 5.7% 7.2% 6.2%

1.4% 1.7% 3.1% 0.7% 2.5%

100.0% 100.0% 99.9% 100.0% 100.1%

Only the Over 75 and Primary Residents > 10 groups placed "I'd like to see HSB stay the
same" above "Support and encourage growth"

Table 13 Question 11 Bond Pay Ba
Question 11 Desired Bond pay back method

ck

Number of Respondents per category 1255 860
All Full time
Increasing property taxes 13.0% 15.2%
Increasing fees for utilities provided by ~ 27.6% 21.0%
Not sure 59.4% 63.7%
100.0% 99.9%

split between to two payback options.

The Part Time Resident respondents were much less interested
in increasing property taxes as a way of paying for bonds,
whereas, the Full Time Resident respondents were more closely

320

All Part time

6.9%
41.3%
51.9%

100.1%

207 858 190 582 393
Primary Res Primary
Age<55 Age56-74 Age>75 <10 Res >10
8.7% 13.1% 17.4% 12.5% 17.0%
28.5% 27.5% 26.8% 25.9% 20.6%
62.8% 59.4% 55.8% 61.5% 62.3%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9% 99.9%

The largest response was "Not sure" across all response
groups. Since surveys are an opportunity to educate, this can
open a conversation on the bond expense issue. However, it
is interesting that 40.6% did choose to personally pay more in

some way.
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Table 14 Question 12:A Appearance of Public Spaces by Weighted Average

Question 12 Appearance of public spaces (weighted averages)
Ranked from Very Good (higher score/low rank#) to Needs Much Improvement (lower score/high rank#)

Number of Respondents

per category 1264 871 322

A

N

All K Full time All Part time

Street shoulders 2.64 1 2.66 2.62
Residential area entrances 2.40 2 2.29 2.64
Vacant lots 2.27 3 2.28 2.22
Commercial buildings 2.14 4 2.05 2.34
Construction sites 2.11 5 2.03 2.28

210 861 193 585 402

Age Primary Primary

Age <55 56-74 Age>75 Res<10 Res >10
2.64 2.67 2.52 2.67 2.65
2.29 241 2.50 2.34 2.34
2.41 2.31 1.97 2.32 2.21
2.05 2.13 2.27 2.07 2.12
2.19 2.10 2.04 2.11 1.98

Table 15 Question 12:B Appearance of Public Spaces by Percentage

All Respondents Very .Needs some .Needs much
good |improvement|improvement
Street shoulders| 67.77% 28.59% 3.63%
Residential area entrances| 55.94% 28.21% 15.86%
Vacant lots| 41.08% 45.28% 13.64%
Commercial buildings| 33.92% 45.98% 20.10%
Construction sites| 31.14% 48.23% 20.62%
. Very Needs some | Needs much
Full Time . .
good |improvement|improvement
Street shoulders| 69.40% 27.20% 3.40%
Residential area entrances| 51.33% 26.65% 22.02%
Vacant lots| 42.37% 43.66% 13.97%
Commercial buildings| 30.89% 43.59% 25.52%
Construction sites| 29.29% 44.29% 26.43%
. Ver Needs some | Needs much
All Part Time gooscli improvement |improvement
Street shoulders| 66.04% 31.78% 2.18%
Residential area entrances| 66.35% 29.25% 4.40%
Commercial buildings| 40.95% 51.75% 7.30%
Vacant lots| 35.18% 57.33% 7.49%
Construction sites| 36.05% 49.53% 14.42%
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Table 16 Question 13 Resort Membership
Question 13 Respondent Resort membership status

Number of
Respondents
per category 1279 880 324 212 871
All Full time AllParttime Age<55  Age56-74
Yes 75.0% 75.3% 81.2% 77.8% 74.2%
No 25.0% 24.7% 18.8% 22.2% 25.8%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

196

Age >75
75.5%
24.5%

100.0%

590
Primary Res
<10
71.5%
28.5%

100.0%

407
Primary
Res >10
80.1%
19.9%

100.0%
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